Introduction
To reduce the effects of question sensitivity, it has been suggested to vary the wording of a question or the context of a question so as to encourage honest, potentially embarrassing responses [1] . A first approach suggests loading the wording of a question through presupposing the neglect of a desired behaviour (e.g. instead of asking about washing hands, ask about not washing hands) or the engagement in an undesired behaviour [1, 2] .
Alternatively, forgiving wording could be applied, that is, to introduce a sensitive question with a reasonable excuse for the neglect of a desired behaviour (e.g. there is not enough time or water for handwashing; [1] [2] [3] ). Similarly, it has been suggested to embed a sensitive question in a permissive context, namely to precede the question with a statement that opposes the desired behaviour (e.g. regular handwashing uses up too much water). A restrictive context on the other hand, that is, a statement that supports the desired behaviour (e.g. caring mothers wash hands regularly), is expected to increase the effects of question sensitivity [3, 4] . Only a few studies have tested the capacity of these techniques to mitigate socially desirable responding, the majority of which did not successfully prevent socially desirable responding (for an overview, see [1] ). Nevertheless, the present study tested these approaches and expected the following: 
Methods
To test alternative self-report measures expected to mitigate socially desirable responding (H12-1-H12-4), an experimental design was applied by using four different questionnaire versions which were randomly assigned to the participants.
Measures
From the four applied questionnaire versions, the first version used only a loaded question wording by asking 'How often does it happen that you don't wash your hands with caring mothers"'. All items were based on previous research [3, 4] . Because these items did not ask for separate key times for handwashing, in order to compare them with the standard self-report items that measured stool-and food-related handwashing separately, the latter were averaged.
Analyses
Whether these alternative self-report measures mitigate the response bias was assessed as follows. To test H12-1, a dependent t-test compared loaded question wording to standard self-reported handwashing (averaged stool-and food-related handwashing). An independent ttest compared forgiving wording (with loaded question wording) to loaded question wording alone, testing H12-2. An analysis of variance compared a permissive and a restrictive context (both with loaded question wording) to loaded question wording alone (H12-3 and H12-4).
All tests applied bootstrapping with 10,000 resamples.
Results and discussion
Our additional research question was as follows: Do alternative self-report measures thought to reduce the influence of socially desirable responding mitigate the response bias? That is, H12-1 to H12-4 were all not supported.
In sum, none of the alternative wordings influenced self-reported handwashing. This is in line with previous research on alternative question wording that revealed only limited effects on socially desirable responding (for overviews, see [1, 5] ). Moreover, there is some anecdotal evidence from the present study that the negation used in the loaded question wording (which was applied in all alternative wordings) caused some confusion among respondents and interviewers. Overall, the applied alternative question wordings seem to be ineffective in mitigating over-reporting of handwashing. If still applied, the use of negations should be avoided.
